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I have looked at data sets 30 and 31 from PM and TITL for tar, nicotine and 
CO of market samples. There is a definite bias between the laboratories 
which appears to be consistent across the two data sets. There do not 
appear to be any differences between data sets within a laboratory. 

Regression analyses were run to test for differences between and within 
laboratories. In each analysis tests were made to determine whether the 
intercept was equal to 0.0 and the slope equal to 1.0. A line with those 
values would be expected if there were no differences between the data sets 
used in the regression. The following results were obtained. 


Set 30 

Tar PM (y) vs TITL (x) 

The regression equation was - 

PM tar = 0.79 + 0.88 TITL tar 

The intercept was significantly different from 0.0 (p<0.0001) and 
the slope was significantly different from 1.0 (p<0.0001) . The 
observed and expected lines crossed at a tar value of 6.47 
indicating that the difference between PM and TITL varied in both 
magnitude and direction with tar level. The PM data was higher at 
values below the crossover point. 


Nicotine PM (v) vs TITL (x) 

The regression equation was - 

PM nicotine = 0.0304 + 0.9266 TITL nicotine 

As with tar, both the intercept and slope differed significantly 
from the expected values (p=0.0004 and p<0.0001 respectively). 
The lines crossed at a nicotine value of 0.4142 with the same 
implications a3 for tar. 
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CO PM (v) vs TITL (x) 

The regression equation was - 

PM CO = -0.09 + 0.93 TITL CO 

The intercept was not significantly different from 0.0 (p=0.52). 

However, the slope was significanlty different from 1.0 (p<0.0001). 
This indicates that the bias was consistent in direction but varied 
in magnitude with CO level. 


Set 31 

The Set 31 data showed exactly the same relationships as Set 30. 
There were 3 ome numerical differences in the coefficients but they 
were not large. The equations were - 

PM tar = 0.38 + 0.87 TITL tar (cross at 6.41) 

PM nicotine - 0.0306 + 0.9323 TITL nicotine (cross at 0.4520) 

PM CO = -0.22 + 0.93 TITL CO 


Set 31 vs Sat 30 

The data comparing Set 30 and Set 31 showed no intercepts or slopes 
which differed significantly from the expected values in either 
laboratory. 

The overall results indicate good repeatability (within-laboratory) 
but poor reproducibility (between-laboratories). 


Attached are annotated plots of each of the comparisons which were made. If 
you have any questions or if you need any further assistance please let me 
know. 
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